REMARKS 

Claims 1 and. 3-5, 7-10, 12, and 13 are pending in the 
application. The above amendments address the specific points of 
rejection raised by the examiner as further explained below. It 
is requested that any other remaining informality, be held in 
abeyance until prosecution on the merits is completed. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC § 112 

Claims 1 was rejected as not having sufficient support in 
the written description requirement. The examiner argued that 
there was insufficient support for ""at least one spring member" 
because none of the examples in the specification showed only one 
spring member. In response, the applicants have amended the 
claims to recite a plurality spring members. The illustrations in 
the specification are mere examples of the disclosed invention. 

Claim 5 was rejected due to the lack of antecedent basis in 
the written specification for the one-piece unitary construction, 
which was illustrated in Fig. 4. In response, the applicants have 
provided a discussion of the structure illustrated in Fig. 4 
through the amendment of the first full paragraph of page 9 of 
the application as filed. 
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Claim Rejections -35 USC § 103 


1. Claim 1 was rejected as being obvious in light of Brown 
(U.S. Pat. 780,776) in view of Sime (U.S. Pat. 1,671,956). Brown 
teaches the use of slotted apertures along a club face, but he 
does not teach the variation in stiffness of the spring members 
along the length of the spring members. Still further, Brown uses 
uniform bars, which do not have varying stiffness, and certainly 
not bars with reduced stiffness at the mid-portion of the bars. 

In support of the above rejection, the Examiner argues that 
the elongated member of Brown inherently have a varying stiffness 
along their length ""due the spring being that the ends of the 
springs are reinforced by the end of the body of the putter. 
(page 3, first full paragraph of Final Rejection.) This position, 
however, is unsupportable under patent law or scientific 
principle. While it is true that the deflection of a beam is 
greater as one moves away from the restricted ends, this added 
deflection is not necessarily due to a change in stiffness of the 
beam. See attached page 244 of Machinery's Handbook, 2 6 th 

Edition, Industrial Press Inc., New York. Thus Brown does not 
inherently disclose the claimed structure. 

The combination Brown and Sime was based on the fact that 
Sime discloses a club head with an arcuate concave recessed area 
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behind the club face. Obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, 
or motivation to do so found either explicitly or implicitly in 
the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available 
to one of ordinary skill in the art. See MPEP 2143.01 (I) . If the 
proposed modification or combination of the prior art would 
change the principle of operation of the prior art invention 
being modified, then the teachings of the references are not 
sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. See MPEP 

2143.01 (IV), citing In re Ratti , 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 349 

(CCPA 1959) . 

The Sime device does not use a plurality of spring members, 
and does not suggest that the use of a plurality of spring 
members may be used to reduce drag and allow tailoring of the 
stiffness, and thus the "sweet spot' 1 of a golf club head. Sime 
discusses the general principle of reducing mass at the center of 
the club, but does not teach or suggest the possibility of the 
claimed structure that includes the use of a plurality of spring 
members with gaps between them and a reduction in stiffness as 
one progresses towards the center of the spring members . 

2. Claims 3-13 were rejected as being obvious under Brown in 
view of Sime and in further view of Beale (U.S. Pat No. 890,836). 
Beale uses an insert to support a club face that is made up of 
wires that are in line contact with one another. 
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As previously stated, Brown provides no support for the 
varying stiffness, much less the reduction in stiffness by 
progressive reduction in cross section of the spring members. 
Accordingly, the combination of Brown and Beale do not suggest 
the invention claimed in claims 4, 5, 10 and 13. 

Regarding claim 6, there is no support for the position that 
Brown and Beale have varying stiffness between the ends. The 
deflection of the beams would be greatest between the ends, but 
this is not due to a reduction in stiffness, but an increase in 
bending moment . 

The wires of Beale will not act as beams, but merely fexible 
members in tension. Beale indicates that he relies on tension to 
provide the resiliency needed to drive the ball. There is no 
indication of a reduced stiffness at the mid-point of the wires 
or anywhere along the wires. 

Regarding claims 7 and 12, the bars of Brown do not function 
in the same manner as the claimed spring members, and thus Brown, 
alone or in combination with any of the references of record does 
not teach or suggest the claimed invention. 

Regarding claims 8 and 9, there is no admission on the 
record to the effect that having more than one bridge connector 
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is merely a design choice. The examiner is merely taking the 
teachings of the disclosure and alleging that this is and 
admission of mere design choice. The specification clearly simply 
illustrates the many uses variations that can be achieved with 
the knowledge disclosed by the inventor. 
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CONCLUSION 


In view of the above, it is submitted that the applicant has 
placed this application in condition for allowance or clearly 
defined the issues for appeal. Further examination, abeyance of 
any remaining informalities, and reconsideration and withdrawal 
of the remaining rejections and objections raised in the 
Examiner's Office Action is requested. Moreover, it is submitted 
that the claims are now in condition for allowance, and that 
allowance of the present application is in order and is also 
requested. 

Should the Examiner deem that any further amendment is 
desirable to place this application in condition for allowance, 
the examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted this 6th day of February 2006, 


I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to: 


Ramon L. Pizarro, Re§< No. 3 72 07 
Attorney for Applicant 
3515 South Tamarac Drive, Suite 200 
Denver, Colorado 80237 
Telephone : (303) 779-9551 
Facsimile : (303) 689-9627 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 


Mail Stop RCE 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



on this 30th day of January, 2006. 



Ramon L. Pizarro 
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